Introduction
11. Your Petitioners oppose the Bill in principle. Whilst your Petitioners acknowledge that the principle of the Bill is established at second reading, your Petitioners' views on the subject are so strong, they must be recorded in this petition.
12. Your Petitioners oppose the provisions set out in the Bill because of the significant and irreversible damage they would cause to the nationally protected landscape of the Chilterns AONB and enjoyment of it, contrary to the purposes of designation.
13. The Chilterns AONB was designated in 1965 for the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of its landscape and its cultural heritage and covers 833 square kilometres.
14. The Chilterns AONB is one of the finest landscapes in England and Wales. The importance of caring for these special places is enshrined in legislation including the 17. Your Petitioners believe that the Environmental Statement deposited with the Bill ("the ES") fails to adequately assess and report adverse impacts on the Chilterns AONB, its special qualities and its setting. It is also your Petitioners' view that where there are options to avoid or minimise those adverse impacts they have rarely been taken by the Promoters of the Bill, and that consequently the Government has failed to demonstrate that it has fulfilled its Section 85 duty. Furthermore, your Petitioners believe that the ES has failed to adequately assess and report cumulative impacts.
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18. Your Petitioners also believe that the ES fails to recognise the particular importance of the Chilterns AONB arising from its proximity to London and exceptional ease of access including for those living in London.
19. There are many matters which cause great concern to your Petitioners, arising from the major adverse impacts of proposals in the Bill on the AONB and its special qualities. Matters of concern include impacts of construction and operation of the scheme on the landscape, agricultural land and farm businesses, archaeology and cultural assets, ancient woodlands; ecology and wildlife; water environment and resources; community assets; local business and tourism, health and well being and the reputation of the AONB.
20. It is your Petitioners' understanding that within the AONB the proposed scheme would result in : 
21.
All of the above would have significant adverse and, in most cases, lasting impacts including on the landscape character, tranquility, ecology, heritage, local economy, residents of and visitors to the AONB.
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22. Your Petitioners acknowledge the desire, in the public interest, to make cost savings but this desire has to be balanced carefully against other matters of public interest including social and environmental impacts. Your Petitioners believe that there has been a failure by the Promoter to take account of a full and proper consideration of natural capital within the business case for the Proposal. Your Petitioners request that this error be rectified.
23. The AONB will not only be affected by the permanent operation of the railway. There will be very substantial construction activities at a number of large worksites within the AONB over a number of years, with associated impacts of traffic, noise, dust and other harmful effects. The amount of land to be affected by what is called "sustainable placement" by the Promoters is also a very significant concern, particularly in relation to fundamental change in the landscape and loss of agricultural land.
24. Some of the points made by your Petitioners in this petition apply generally to the whole length of the line within your Petitioners' area and some of the points are specific to particular sites.
25. Your Petitioners believe that many of their concerns could be met by agreement with the Promoter of the Bill.
26. Your Petitioners would contend that the majority of major adverse impacts are avoidable through the remedy of a full length bored tunnel though the Chilterns AONB as set out below.
Environmental Statement (ES)
27. Your Petitioners submitted detailed comments on the ES (and previously on the draft ES) to the Promoter of the Bill -and these have been the subject of a report by the independent assessor appointed by your honourable House.
28. Your Petitioners are concerned that the ES is flawed and inadequate for purpose, failing to provide the information necessary for a full and proper consideration of impacts. 42. Further consideration was given to longer tunnel options throughout the whole AONB, and as the ES says, these were discounted. A summary of the options assessment is contained in section 2.6 of volume 2 (CFA9 section) of the ES, and in short it can be said that whilst the Promoter agreed that all the alternative suggestions for a longer tunnel performed better than the Bill scheme in environmental terms, the Bill scheme was preferred mainly on the basis of cost. However, the tunnel options considered were only based on the existing surface alignment and failed to consider alignments more suited to a full length bored tunnel.
43. It is your Petitioner's contention that the Promoter of the Bill failed to take reasonable account of the benefits of tunnel options through the AONB. Only by doing so can it be claimed that the government has complied with the letter and spirit of the duty in Nonetheless, the Promoters acknowledge that the sensitivity of the AONB to change is high, that the proposed scheme will substantially alter the character of the landscape of the AONB and that significant adverse landscape impacts -direct and indirect -will remain.
50. If your Petitioners' proposals for a full length bored tunnel through the Chilterns AONB were to be accepted by your honourable House then the majority of the landscape scarring, landform re-modelling, visually intrusive infrastructure, lighting and noise disruption from construction activity, train traffic and night time maintenance activities (summarised in paragraph 20 above) would be unnecessary and the associated impacts would be avoided.
Deposition of spoil and waste
51. The depositing of spoil arising from the construction of the works is described as "sustainable placement" by the Promoters. There are very large areas of "sustainable placement" proposed within the AONB and elsewhere and this is justified on the basis that it would avoid the environmental impacts of transportation elsewhere. In the interests of long term environmental protection, there may be a need to reassess the short term impact of transportation compared with the detrimental impacts of significant artificial alteration of the terrain within an area which is designated as being of national importance because of its natural beauty, or to the permanent destruction of substantial areas of protected landscape.
52. The ES states (Volume 3 Route-wide effects, paragraph 2.6.3) that the sustainable placement area "will be indiscernible from the existing landscape". Your Petitioners reject this. For example, it is hard to imagine how 1,928,002 tonnes of tunnel spoil near Hunt's Green Farm, South Heath, over an area which is 1.3km long, 450m wide (over 38 ha) and 5m high will be indiscernible. In excess of 12m tonnes of excavated material will be generated within the AONB with little detail available to indicate where this will be deposited. Such alien alterations in land form are contrary to the primary purpose of the AONB which is to conserve and enhance its natural beauty.
53. If your Petitioners' proposals for a full length bored tunnel through the Chilterns AONB were to be accepted by your honourable House then the volume of spoil would be significantly reduced, by almost 40%, and there would be no need to place large amounts of excavated material within the AONB.
Balancing ponds and drainage areas
54. There are 29 balancing ponds and land drainage areas shown on the maps contained within the ES that correspond to your Petitioners' area. The Chilterns AONB is a chalk landscape with very few surface water bodies and, therefore, these balancing ponds and land drainage areas represent alien features in the AONB and will have an environmental impact of their own which has not been assessed. 60. Your Petitioners are concerned about the impact of construction work on chalk streams and other water bodies, specifically the River Misbourne and Shardeloes Lake Local Wildlife Site. Chalk streams are a globally rare habitat and special measures should be put in place to protect them. The River Misbourne has been identified by HS2 as supporting otter, water vole and bullhead amongst other species. However, despite its importance as a habitat of principal importance and "the potential for ground settlement and loss of flow from the river to the chalk aquifer due to possible fractures in the chalk" the potential impact to ecology has been deemed insignificant.
Your Petitioners have strongly objected to this assessment within their consultation response to the ES.
61. If your Petitioners' proposals for a full length bored tunnel through the Chilterns AONB were to be accepted by your honourable House, the revised tunnel alignment, with more predictable tunnelling conditions, would reduce the risk of damage to both the aquifer and the River Misbourne.
62. The ES recognises that the current proposals are likely to lead to the extinction of barn owls within 1.5km either side of the route, thus creating a 3km wide sterile corridor for this and other species that forage in a similar way (including bats and other birds).
Multiple and on-going fatalities will occur from collision with oncoming trains.
63. If your Petitioners' proposals for a full length bored tunnel through the Chilterns AONB were to be accepted by your honourable House then most of these adverse impacts on barn owls and other species within the AONB would be avoided.
Heritage in the AONB
64. Your Petitioners are concerned about impacts on the heritage assets within the AONB.
A 150 metre section of Grim's Ditch Scheduled Monument would be destroyed, medieval field patterns lost, the setting of listed buildings would be lost, known and yet to be discovered archaeological remains will be removed and a number of historic trackways dating back to medieval times (including Leather Lane, Bowood Lane, Kings
Lane, Potter Row and the Ridgeway) would also be affected either by their use during construction of the proposed scheme or for the haulage of spoil, or by their realignment.
65. If your Petitioners' proposals for a full length bored tunnel through the Chilterns AONB were to be accepted by your honourable House then most of the important heritage along the route within the AONB would be protected.
Public rights of way and Promoted Routes
66. Your Petitioners are concerned that many of the proposed diversions of public rights of way which would be required if the railway were not constructed in a full length bored tunnel through the Chilterns AONB in your Petitioners' area are unacceptably lengthy and often include sections parallel to the rail route which will represent a significant loss of amenity.
67. In addition, many of the quiet lanes currently form part of the network for public rights of way users, be they walkers, horse riders cyclists or those with limited mobility, and under current proposals these will be disrupted by construction traffic and lose their rural character through re-design.
68. The Ridgeway national trail, Chilterns Cycle Way and other important promoted routes will be directly affected during construction and suffer long term loss of amenity caused by the visual and noise intrusion of the route.
69. If your Petitioners' proposals for a full length bored tunnel through the Chilterns AONB were to be accepted by your honourable House then these impacts within the AONB would be avoided. For example, the length of Public Rights of Way adversely impacted would be reduced from 9.4 km to less than one kilometre, and cycle routes adversely affected in the AONB would be reduced from 2.6 km to less than 200m.
Community impacts
70. Unless the extended tunnel advocated by your Petitioners is included as part of the works of the Bill, there will be severe impacts on community facilities within your Petitioners' area. These include:
 access to the countryside for general amenity and health and well being; 19 much greater area. Impacts will be severe during construction and operational phases.
Your Petitioners are concerned that business profitability will be reduced to a level that a number of farms will become unviable. 77. Your Petitioners request that the mitigation hierarchy should be truly adopted with greater exploration of alternatives that avoid environmental damage.
78. Your Petitioners request that where the ES identifies residual adverse impacts, compensation should be to the fullest extent.
79. Your Petitioners consider that the Bill as drafted will not achieve the stated aim of 'no net loss' of biodiversity. Your Petitioners share the concerns raised by the Environmental Audit Select Committee of your honourable House regarding measuring, monitoring and reporting of the biodiversity impacts of the scheme to ensure that the scheme does not result in a biodiversity net-loss. Your Petitioners agree with the select committee recommendation that the Promoter of the Bill should aim higher than simply striving for no net biodiversity loss and should align with current Government policy to achieve a net gain in biodiversity rather than no net loss. 
Infrastructure design
87. Your Petitioners request that infrastructure design in the AONB must be of the highest quality and designed for its specific setting.
88. Your Petitioners request that infrastructure design in the AONB, especially bridges, viaducts and vent shafts, should be subject to design competitions and that this be assessed independently of the Nominated Undertaker. 90. Your Petitioners request that, in the event that your honourable House does not accept your Petitioners' proposal to run the line through a full length bored tunnel through the AONB, then, as a minimum, the Nominated Undertaker should be required to permanently remove the high voltage electricity pylons and overhead wires (some of which are to be removed temporality in any event) along the section of the line that runs overground within the AONB, and place the power lines below ground.
Green bridges
91. Your Petitioners request that every crossing point should be designed as a green bridge to:
 mitigate habitat fragmentation and facilitate species movement;  reduce landscape impact, and  improve enjoyment for walkers, horse and bike riders.
The current proposals include no crossing points for wildlife between South Heath and
the Wendover Dean Viaduct, a distance of some 3.5 km. Consideration should be given for further green bridges, solely for the use of wildlife, in locations best suited to assist wildlife movement and mitigate habitat fragmentation. Your Petitioners note that the Promoters of the Bill have accepted and agreed to build several green bridges elsewhere along the route, yet none have been provided for the AONB.
Ancient Woodland
93. Ancient woodland is irreplaceable and, therefore, your Petitioners request that such woodland should be treated separately from the "net gain/net loss" calculations in the ES. Any loss, damage or fragmentation of ancient woodland should be afforded the maximum possible compensation.
Mitigation and compensation planting

Your Petitioners request that all mitigation and compensation planting be:
 subject to best landscape design to compliment local landscape character;  planted using appropriate species for the locality and current advice concerning pests, disease and climate change;  planted as far in advance of construction as possible, and  maintained and monitored for a minimum of 60 years at the expense of the nominated undertaker.
Your Petitioners are well placed to advise on these matters and would request to be fully consulted.
Survey and monitoring
95. Your Petitioners request that full ecological and historic environment surveys are carried out prior to work commencing, sufficient to adequately inform avoidance or mitigation of impacts with particular reference to un-surveyed areas, ancient woodland and protected species including great crested newts and bat species.
Water resources
96. Your Petitioners contend that the ES fails to adequately identify or assess significant impacts on water resources/ water bodies in the AONB including on the globally rare chalk streams. Your Petitioners would suggest that this is potentially grounds for additional petitions relating to the implications of the proposed scheme on achievement of Water Framework Directive targets in the Chilterns.
97. Your Petitioners recognise that proper drainage facilities are required for the railway but require justification from the Promoters that those proposed in the Bill are adequate, particularly taking into account the effect on the AONB, agricultural and other land take, river and groundwater quality.
98. Your Petitioners fundamentally disagree that the Promoters have considered the true extent of impacts of the Scheme on flooding and water resource. The areas that are evaluated rely upon general assumptions and are covered only at a superficial level.
There are a number of waterways that cross the path of the proposed rail line and with the recent flooding of several of these areas in early 2014 and the heightened risks identified by numerous authorities including the Environment Agency, this is a concern for your Petitioners.
99. The ES identifies major risks and activities that could lead to "catastrophic" impacts on groundwater quality as a result of construction activities. Impacts of the scheme on groundwater flows and quality have not been adequately assessed and your Petitioners consider that this needs to be remedied. 112. Your Petitioners request that the use of temporary haulage roads, to access construction sites from main highways, should be required to avoid the need to "upgrade" historic rural lanes.
113. Your Petitioners request that working hours and travel management plans should be devised to avoid and minimise disruption to local communities.
Noise
114. Your Petitioners consider that the whole scheme should be designed to minimise noise disturbance and that the Promoters should seek to ensure that the lowest noise levels possible are obtained. The Promoters should not just comply with current best practice (the World Health Organisation's guidelines for example) but should ensure that the scheme is designed to take account of likely future requirements. Such "future-proofing" should allow for the highest possible standards to be met for the life of the project (60 to 100 years).
115. Your Petitioners are concerned that significant effects from stationary and static sources have been "scoped out" of the ES. For example, this means that the noise from tunnel vent shafts has not been assessed. Your Petitioners are also concerned that the effect of the project on tranquillity in the AONB has not been properly 29 assessed. A further concern is that the Promoters have used a method to predict significant effects which masks possible disturbance in the evening and in the early morning when the train noise will be more noticeable. Your Petitioners would ask your honourable House to require the Promoters to carry out a reassessment of the significant effects identified in the ES with any significant changes in numbers of properties so affected reported to Parliament, in the form of an addendum to the ES.
116. Your Petitioners also allege that there is a lack of detail on noise mitigation in the CoCP, which in any event will remain in draft until after the select committee of your honourable House has considered this petition. Your Petitioners are also concerned that clear accountability and enforcement protocols are not defined in the CoCP. Your
Petitioners would ask your honourable House to require the Promoters to address these issues.
117. The Promoters have not carried out a comprehensive sound, noise and vibration baseline assessment in the AONB (except for those locations where the community resides or works). In your Petitioners' view, this is a major omission from the ES. The
Promoter has argued that such an assessment is not within the Sound, Noise and Vibration theme. Most Landscape Character Areas are reported as having a high sensitivity to change. Your Petitioners would ask your honourable House to require the Promoters to address these issues.
118. Your Petitioners are dissatisfied with the way in which the tranquillity of the AONB has been assessed in the ES, and downplayed considerably by the Promoters. Your
Petitioners request that the Promoters be required to revisit this aspect.
119. Whilst it is accepted that the Promoters' use of a sixteen hour day time LAeq for assessment is standard practice, your Petitioners are concerned that this may mask the significance of impacts generated by the project in the evening when residents in your Petitioners' area have a reasonable expectation of peace and quiet. This principle also applies to the Promoters' use of an eight hour night time LAeq. Indeed, HS2 trains will only operate for three hours of this period. Your Petitioners are concerned that smoothing the data over an eight hour night time period may mask the significance of impacts particularly in the period between 11pm and midnight when many residents are trying to get to sleep and five and seven in the morning when sleep patterns may be adversely affected.
120. Your Petitioners believe that the only practical way to mitigate this effect would be to apply a speed restriction to trains in the AONB. Your Petitioners ask your honourable
House to require that the Promoters undertake that a speed restriction of 300km/h or less will be applied to all trains running through the AONB. Furthermore, your
Petitioners ask that the Promoters be required to carry out an assessment of the reduction in noise levels that would arise from reducing train speeds to a range of speeds between 275 and 300 km/h and in doing so determine the cost benefit of each option. The speed that provides the greatest benefit to cost relationship should be applied.
121. No proper information has been made available to your Petitioners about the design of noise barriers. Your Petitioners have a particular concern, because whilst barriers can sometimes be an effective way of mitigating noise, they will be an alien feature in a rural setting within a nationally protected landscape and are visually intrusive (being up to 4m high and several kilometres long). Your Petitioners are aware that local authorities have some limited control over barrier design, but would ask your honourable House to require the Promoters to ensure that local residents and others who will be significantly affected will have an opportunity to influence barrier design.
122. Your Petitioners respectfully submit that the promoters should be required to ensure that airborne noise and vibration both during the construction period and afterwards is kept to an absolute minimum by the use of the most advanced technology and machinery.
Highways and traffic
123. Within your Petitioner's area major disruption will be caused by the large number of lorry movements on the limited major routes capable of being used by large, heavy vehicles. The number of lorry movements will cause damage to the existing infrastructure with consequent maintenance and repair costs. There is the likelihood of further disruption as commuters try to avoid roads being used by construction traffic and instead use less appropriate routes.
124. Each of the construction sites in the AONB will be centres to and from which large quantities of construction materials and equipment will be transported, together with staff. There will also be the problem of removal of spoil from the working sites. a) the Nominated Undertaker should be required to carry out and fund all necessary remedial and repair works to the highway and any necessary bridge strengthening to a standard specified by the relevant authorities in respect of all highways and bridges for which they are the responsible authority; b) the Promoters of the Bill should be required to reinstate to their former condition any historic road or trackway, and c) the Promoters of the Bill should be required to carry out detailed condition surveys before and after the construction period on land in their ownership which is to be and is affected by the proposals, particularly on highways which are to be used as worksites or which will be heavily used by construction traffic.
Construction impacts
127. Your Petitioners are concerned to ensure that there will be practical measures put in place to ensure that there is proper accountability on the part of the Nominated 142. In particular, all such shafts must be subject to a fixed upwards vertical limit of deviation and must not be able to be constructed under the powers of clause 2 of the Bill. Given that the vent shafts are located in very different parts of the AONB, it is important for the specific impact of the proposal to be considered in that local context and not just a route-wide standard. Your Petitioners would therefore expect:
Code of Construction Practice
exceptional design standards to be sought through design competitions; visually sympathetic signage and security measures; use of local sustainable materials and the smallest footprint possible. Consideration should be given to lowering the line so that the shaft structures can also be lowered in height as far as possible. The same principles should apply to any auto-transformer sites.
143. Other concerns relating to the ventilation shafts are as follows:
 Surrounding roads will be impacted for a significant number of years during the construction of the shafts, which would result in significant increased traffic flows elsewhere. At Little Missenden, your Petitioners seek an undertaking that the A413 will not be closed even temporarily during the construction period;  Given the sensitive nature of the areas in which the shafts are to be located, your Petitioners wish to ensure that the proposed above ground structure causes minimal visual impact;  Your Petitioners seek assurances that the number of trees lost will be kept to a minimum and any that are lost should be replaced, and  The Nominated Undertaker should have regard to the operational noise levels of the ventilation shafts in order to reduce any negative impact on the community.
Air quality and dust
144. Your Petitioners are concerned about the wider impact of construction related activities on the public realm, for example the impact that dust generated from worksites would have on properties in the vicinity. Property maintenance would need to be carried out on a more regular basis. Your Petitioners submit that the cost of this should be borne by the Promoter. This is particularly important for listed buildings and other buildings in conservation areas.
145. Your Petitioners submit that all worksites should be screened to reduce the visual impact of the sites upon the residents and businesses within your Petitioners' area, as well as to help reduce the impact of noise and dust from the worksites. Your
Petitioners request that they should be consulted upon the design and structure of the planned screens for each worksite within its area so as to ensure, as far as possible, that the screens are effective and do not impact upon the local amenity.
Particular consideration should be given to crop loss and livestock affected by dust and appropriate mitigation provided.
146. Effective mitigation measures against noise, dust, dirt and light pollution should be provided for residential and other sensitive premises located in the vicinity.
Impact on rail services
147. Your Petitioners have a purpose of increasing the understanding and enjoyment by the public of the special qualities of the AONB and in so doing encouragement is given to people to travel to the area by sustainable modes of transport (including rail). Your
Petitioners submit that the project will have a detrimental impact on rail services in the AONB, particularly those services offered by Chiltern Railways, which would result in decreased use of rail services and increased use of the car. Your Petitioners would ask your honourable House to ensure that there is no disruption to the services operated by Chiltern Railways.
Community and Environmental Fund
148. Your Petitioners are concerned about the significant detrimental environmental and social effects on local communities that would arise as a result of HS2 and which are not covered by the scheme's proposed mitigation measures within your Petitioner's area. The construction and operation of HS2 will:
 cause the permanent loss of ancient woodland, cultural assets, agricultural land and buildings, community features and facilities;  detrimentally affect amenity;  cause significant disturbance;  have negative impacts on the health and well-being of local people, and  cause inconvenience to local communities and visitors during construction.
149. Without mitigation, these impacts will damage businesses dependent on visitors and will lower the quality of life of residents due to the construction of the project and unsympathetic treatment of the landscape in the nationally significant AONB.
150. Your Petitioners consider that the Promoter of the Bill should be required to establish a community and environment fund which should be made available, on an ongoing basis, to communities in the area affected. In the same way as the Government intends to make available for communities affected by fracking, wind and solar farms, such a fund would recognise that communities along the route of HS2 will gain nothing whilst suffering loss, disturbance and inconvenience during the long construction period and operation of the new rail line. The community and environment fund would ensure the communities in the AONB receive fair and reasonable benefits in recognition of the burden of hosting nationally significant transport infrastructure, and would seek to offset the social, economic and environmental costs that will be caused to the inhabitants most affected.
151. Your Petitioners consider that the Promoter of the Bill should be required to consult your Petitioners on the operation (including calculation) of the fund and should take their views into account properly before the community environment fund comes into effect. There is recent precedent for the establishment of such funds in respect of other major infrastructure projects. For example -the Hinkley Point nuclear power station; the National Grid Pipeline Community Fund in the Cotswolds; onshore wind farms community benefits funds (which typically include a fixed operator payment and an amount per MW installed); and community compensation proposals for fracking, which include up to a 1% share of long-term operational revenues. Once in place the community environment fund should be controlled and managed locally.
Your Petitioners consider themselves to be well-placed to be able to contribute to the management of the fund. 
